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DECISION
This rx;aiter came or for hearing before three members of a:he B§ar& of Medical Licensure
and Discipline sitiing as the hearmg cumm;ttpe (herewafter Board} pursuant to . § 5 37 5 2 !
The Specification of chawga 3 agamst the Respondent 'Iar&'k H El Gabn M.DE. is dated

- September 17, 1996 and alleges that the Respehdem engaged in unpr@fe-ssional"conduct as same

is defined in § 5-37.5.1 {7) and (19) of the General Laws. (Staie’s Exhibit 1) Specifically, it

_was aileged that with respect to two. of his patients, the Respondent engaged in unprofessional : = . . . . .

and willful misconduct in that he engaged in-sexual contacts/relationships with sach of themy -+

during the existence of the docter/patient relationship, and tha fie committed boundary violations ™™

in the dncf,orlpm ang relau(msmp whmb u{)latad the acwptable &tandard of care.. W :th respec{ o
to a third individual, the wife of one of Respondem § pdtiénts, it was aileged ‘that.- Respondent
- committed sexual contact toward her. dunng the permd of time when other close family. members

~were under the care and tre ammnt of R@bpﬂﬂd&l’lt

1 During the course of these proceedings, ome of the original appointed hearing: commig.tee S

members 1ock il and was unable 10 continue as’a’ mémber of the hearing committee.” 'The
- Dirsctor of Health designated the appoiniment of a replacement member, That individual read :
the transcript.of proceedings through his appcintment date and parttczp@ted in the balance of the

_ proceedings, inparticular the detetrnination of the findings and conclusions set forth hereirn The . .

" Respondent moved for a dismissal of the charges and/or for complete rehearing: of this matiér,
which Motion the Board denied.
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Prior fo commencement of the within proceeémgs the Respondent s medical lu.,ense was
-already under suspension, having beén summarily. susper;debd by the Director of Health on -
jSep'E;ember 13,1996 pursua.nlz 1o § 5-37-8. (State’s Exhibit 2) Res;pcmdent’s appeal ()ﬁ that order
18 a:mattér for decision in this proceeding. : "

Hearings coramenced Septembsr 18, 1996 and continued on. diverse. dates zhrougb aad

- mcludmg, }um: 16 1997 At the outset, Respenf;evt s ‘counsel argued that pursiantto § 5-37-8,

‘Respondent was entitled to have this matter heard in its enurety within ten ( li’)) déyi of the

- Sutnmary ‘Suspenan The Staw argued that the mﬂy reqmrernunt was that a hbanng be
commenced withia that time period. The record will reflect that the hearing itself involved

: approxiruatély eighteen ( 18) e‘iays of testi-moﬁy ?;nd/or argument and .ipch.xded severaj.t rﬁc__;uests:
-for continuances on the part of both parties, the scheduling of numerous witnesses, and delays

related to interim orders. saught in the Rhode Island Sup»no* and Supreme Courts.

Eased upon the testimony and other'¢ompeient eviderice entered on thé record, the Board™ """ -

makes the following e IR
FINDING OF FACT -

. Respondent is 2 medical doctor:specializing in'the.ifeatment of diseases of the ear, ncse -

and throat,

: Paﬁer{t:A commenceﬁ tr%aa‘iment as a paﬁent of.Responden;t inj j1992v She uﬁ%ietvﬁ’n:ni :
surgery at the hand of Resp@ndem in1992. 'In Ianuary, 1993, the patlem returned for. treatment
with Reaponcéﬁnt She had. a foilcawmp appointment m March of- 1995 at which time the '
Respondent asked her several personal questions about her relatmmhip with her husband &
security guard Respondent askec% her if she wauld agree to meet hlm QutSide the oftice - The:

. patient’s next scheduled appointment was in May of 1995. Respondent asked her-to.go out with



~ him. .She:declined;: Respor;dem ﬁngaged" the pai;ient ﬁnconvemaﬁon regarding matters of an

sexual nature, telling her personal information about Fus sexuality and aﬁkmg ‘that tvpe. of -

_ mfurmauon Ercm her Respﬂndent gave the pauent his beéper and ome phone numbe:rs;

2
On or about May 27,1995, Respondent called the patient at her home and.indicated a -

need to see her. He expressed to her that he was depressed. The patient allowed the -
Respondernt to come to her hore. Upon arriving at the patient’s heme, the Respondent

gresented;heé‘wiih gifts, 2 CD.Ipiayesg (Sta!e’s;Exhibit 4) and several CDs. (State’s 'Exh-ibit 5.

- The Respondent told the patient that he made-a'lot 6f honey and asked her if she would liké to +

travel and teceive money and gifis. Under @u@sﬁomng oy Respondeq% the patzem finally
admitted 10 Respundent that she had an madequaw sexual relationship with-her hugband.. The

- Respondent then began hupgm& and kissing her, which Pvanmallv lead to their: engagmg in -

- sexual mtc'rcourse in the paﬂent $ home Respzmdant had bmught wnh him’ c:ondoma for the B

occasion. The patient described to the Hﬁpg;d two large and irregular scars which appear on

Resperﬁéent’s ﬁips 28 2 result of biiat@r&l h;p sufgery.

- Thereafter, the Responcent contacted the parientseveral rore times outside the office

. reqnesting sex and promiSimg "gifts, travel and méney if the patient-woeuld go out with him. She : -

refused.

2 That date was attacked by Respordent’s counsel as being’ inaccurate, and the Board "
ackaowledges that the Patient may not have testified correctly as o the exact dare.



At the patient’s nexi appomtmeng with Respondam (June 19, 1995) Respondent exg)osed :
himself to.the patient, showmg her his erect penis anci suggesting to her, "“Look at me, I'm
huge". The patient toid' the_Respendem that she was not interested in any further -

relationship with him,

The patient told the Board that-she felt that the. Respondem was a:good doctor,. but that - -

somethme was not qmte mgh‘t" o

"The patwnt did not treat with the Respondent again, although she, did. bring er daagbter L

there on one occaswn, that beiﬂg on or ab{)ut Inne 27, 1995 ?cﬁlow ng that visit, the

Responden_t contacted the pateént again, calling her from his home at approximately 9:45 p.m.

- The patient testified that he asked her-to talk sexy, and that he began o talk to her about oral -

. and anai sex. He asked if she wouid perform that on him. 'The patiént began to cry and told

the Respondent f& stop 1mmedxateﬁy or-she would report him to tﬁe appropnate authonnes The -

Respondent 101{1 her that he had influentiai friends, and that if she took any action agairist him,
~ she and her daughter might be harmed. The nex: day he drove ‘nv her house, but she was
e'xtertammg famﬁy and he didl’? tstnp

After that conversaticn, the Respondent’s staff called the, patient several times, at
- Regpendent’s request, inq&gring about her hesjlth. She told stgff she was: fine, and she did aot -
speak tc tlfe Respondent again.

On cross examination, defense coun533 estabhshed that pauent A may hmr(, been m\,orrect

in her tﬁstzmsny as'to the dates upon which Respondent ¢dlléd her. Alsd, Respondent’s counsel

_ artacked her credzbihty by pmntmg Gut several mcgnszstae.ncws in the pat&ent 8 testlmer}y her

. complaint {0 the Board and a prior depo&tmn taken.’ Defense counsei atso broaght forth the fact .
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- that the patmnt has.a pendmg civil action agamst the Respondent based on the facts set fen:h

~ herein. Respondenf aztempted to introduce evidence : as to the patient’s psychiatric history. By

~ Order of thefSupgmr‘EDun,.R&spm}dent was praverztcd from demg g0 { apgeal denied. Supreme -

Court No."96-5164A)

Reviewing the evidence and testimony as to Pament »’»\ the Board finds that the paue‘!xt 5.

- testimony is cre cilble That Respondem did seduce the pauém: into havmg sexual relations with™ """
him during the course of the dectorfpaue:nt relaf;mnsth, and further, that he willfuily aitempted
to force hm}seif on the Respondent agamsi her dc,sne‘; on at least o1e occasion wh:le :shb was
in his office for treatment; to wit: June 19, 1995.
Patient B began %reénneﬁt with Respondent for a deviated:sep%um and reiaazeé problems -

~ in March of 1995. This patient was seen by the Respondent in his Burrillville office, which is
i commanityof hor resdence, “The Respondentpecformed swgery an s ptieat o1 May 1
1995, Thercafer, she siw i in flow-up s eas bi-ekly trough the sumser.

During her sessions with the Rt,staondf*m: ke would.] mquzre about the pc,uent S famﬂy life. .
. She feltas though the R&SQOﬁduﬂ{ cared abont her bhc told him she was a recoverzng alcohein,,; o

that her father had recentiy died, that she was depressed and experiencmg marital problerns "He - -

seamud m care.’

3 Patient A and the wife of Patient C were treated by Respondent in his Warwick Office.
Thare was no evidence introduced which would mduafe that any of these three mdbwdualq knew
each c}ther
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Sometime in the summer of 1995 , the patiént informed the ddémf that ker health
- insurance carrier would nc longer pay for his sera;f;ices;-,\_ Respondent, nevertheless, agreed io-
continue his treatment of the patient. - About that time, the patie:"m;’s visits became jmsra "
pe,rsonable Respondent'ztoid' the patient ma;xy things abouthirﬁsélf, his childz"er";;
his famxly in Egypt, and the fac‘t that ong of his brothf*rs was 1nst1tut10nal1zed as 4 resuit of &
- mental bredkdawn The Rﬁspondent began fhmng with the pahent ¢.2..putting 'his hands on her
legs, and gave her a necklace which he. said.he had speczf e:aliy parc,hased for her in Tumma

(State’s- Exhlbu .

. The patient told the Board that she thought she was failing in love with the Respondem o

She fold the Respondent she had a sexually mziteai drearn about htm He gave her his-beeper -
: number, so she could page him if she needed hini, She did use the beeper to page the -
R&Sp{m(ﬁﬂﬁt and he called her at home. 'I“k-ey arranged 10 meet at the Burnllvﬂ}e cffic\, ot a
Thursday mommg at 3:30-A. M before staff arrived for work. The meeting occurred in mid- - -
August or. early September of 1995. On that ocsasion, the Respf)ndeflt took the patient into the
St}uﬂdproof 1brc\oth within ﬂae offwe a.nd had sexual intercourse with "xer

- The patient continued her medical treatment with Respoﬁdeni, and their personal
rc;la;iqnship intensified, Théy-agaz’n engaged in sexual ianterizcm._rs,:e== in the soundproof booth. The
- Respondent gave her a celi phane with which to contact him without the knowledge of the-
- patient’s husband Failowmg t;he sacrand sexu&l enceunter in the efficg,, the patient and the: o

Respon;ﬁentf zz.rmngéd to méet elsewhere. The patient tﬁsti__ﬁgd__ that she would meet ReSpoﬁdant,, L

“at her ws)rk ot gym and frcm there they. We‘ﬂd go other places to hawc scx Orx one. ecc&swn

.they went to the "Kings Trin” in Putnam, Connecticut. She rejgistered while the Respondent o
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stayed in the car. They had sexrat that location.

- On another occasion, the patiznt met the Resporadent at the Lincoln Mall, arid they went © =

to a room- at the Suisse (,halﬂt where they had.sex several umes-
On yet another date in laie September or eaﬂy October, 1995 they drove to a. "Days Inn"
in \‘thiﬂaﬂﬁc Connec acut whcn, they had sex. Danng this umu penod the pauent was -
coniinuing under the medical care of Resp(andcnt.' She told the Board that she was calling, the
Res'?ond:gnt rg;o-si every dh}{: ;m hzs Eqiepe:f and ;Ee ?yf;oaicg retorn ﬂgége-pho:rig calgs.{}’gmne:re%qrds
in evidence irsbﬂécgt approximateiy 1G0 phone calls between the Patient and Respondent, which

calls were largely initiated. by Revpondem)

- On November 22, 1995 Responde,nt made an appointment fof the patient to givé himi &

- facial at her p?ace: of employment (See State’s Exmblt 8) They hac! sex in the facial. m@m on e

:tha‘é occasion, The Rcspondent palci $35.00 :3301' the facial and gave ihe patient a $60. (}O tip.
On November 25, 1995, at an office visit, the Respondent gave the natient a goid bracelet
for her bxrthdav (State’s Eahii‘)i ). “ | -
On December 17, 1995, tl'le Respondent arranged for a rendezvous at the "Thompson
Maﬂ{i‘ The patient descnbed ihe room to the Board. The Respondent 100k the pauent there

on that date They drank nor-aicoholic wine, listened to music before a fireplace and engaged

in sexual intercourse. Respondent also gave her .zmeth-er: braeelet ‘(S-%-.'ate’:a Exhibit 10)

4 Also referred to at other times on the record as the Lord Thompson Inn.
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Followmg that meeting, the Respondent want to BEgypt for a tlme retummg to Rhode
 Island i mid-J annary, 1996.. Upon. hzs return, the Reupondent f‘aaled the patient and gave her
~a-gift of a leather bag, which he stated he had purchased for her while in Egvypt. (Sﬂ.a{e $ Exhibit
12). 'I'hc,reaftar the Rcspendem and patient dfrdilgﬁd 0 meet ai the patient’s. friend’s house,
~ where they again had sex, and the Respondent géve. her several more gifts.

‘éomeilme in I&nuary 199& the panerit $ husband found the cell phone which the

_Respondent had given her, He began to 'St'isrixect a relationship between théflbéﬁéﬁt and the

Respanéenz AJ; an, Gfﬁce v:sit wﬁh the panmt in Febmafy, {9% the panent and Respondem e

- attempted 10 convince the husband that he was mistaken i his suspicions: The patient testified

- that she was in love with the Respondent that she felt that he Was & preSngous" ductor payzng
attention to her, and that he would do anything for hier. The patient was fearful that her husband
would cause harm to her or 10 the R:eqpnnaem and that he would seek cuslody of their son in

& dwc:rce ‘icnon s0 she ccaiigburated with the Reqpondent 10 deny their relanonsh;p The
- Respondent tape recorded the conversation which took place in‘his office with the patient and
her husbard (Respondent’s Exbibit B) Thereafter, the relationship ceased.

Oﬁ cross-examination, Respondent’s counsel attempted to discredit the patient by
introducing into evidence a bzmlamptu,y apetmm ﬁled by-the patxent {‘«le pondent’s E‘(lbit A) He
alsc brought forth the fact that shie” hadl filéd a workers compensation claim in 1989.

The. Board spemf“zcaliy fmcﬁs that znformatmn deduced in.cross-examination Gf the patiant
as to her prior hxsmry has no bearing on the comniamt befon, the Board his ciear from the
- testimony of the patient, (C;he too described, scarring on the bady of the RES[JOTldLIl[) the

 testimony of a suppomng witness a.nd the chcr evadenw on the rewrri that ihe Reaponaem



9
wiliully enszdged in a sexual reﬁauonshap with Patient B durin g a time penod in which the

. Respondent Was awarc that ‘ihe pauem was depressed and v&lnerab;e Further' 'thia’t the acuvites «

| complained of took placz during the course of a conunumg ciocmrlpatient rel.ati‘onsh’ip.;. et
‘The third com;pl'aa.immtjj wa.s not a panentof the 'Rﬁsgoﬂdent; bl}i; rather the wﬁ,fe"(_)f F:

- patient. - She met the Respondent in May of 1996 when her hushand was operated on by the
Respcndent At the time in queatmn the- uomg}lainant and her mzsband were newlyweds havzng
been married _appfoxinlately two weeks previous. The complainant told the Respondent that both
she and her husband were reéovéring substance abusers. She related tlr:;at fact to the Respémdént

- 1o assist him.in tff:1e .treatm&n:t of her husbaﬁd-, whe experienced post surgical symptoms which ~

required his emergency admission to Kent County Memorial Hospstai and hs}spitaliéation in the

_lutensive care unit for a two (2) day penoci

Afier.his discharge from the. hospnal the, Pomplamam tnok her husband to the

s Respancient § effice for fol lf}w_upr treatment. - On that date, June EO 19% ‘while her husba.rzd

was in gnother:roém, the Respondent’ itih:e coraplainant that he wanted 10 "fuck" her and
asked her if she could "teel {he v1bes ’I'ha complcunan{ was upbet but afraid to tell
her husband what happened $0 she said nothing. -
Potlowmg that v1s1t the complamant Hext went 10 Respondent’s office on-June 22, 1996
i connecuon with follow~up treatment for her husband and ahergy testing for her son (child of
~aprior reldtmnshxp) During the course of treanng her son, the Respondnnt senthim out to the

aﬁdiology room, eaving Ra,sponda,m and Lomplamant alone in the exammlng room. “He asked

her to move closer t0 him, so he wouldn’t have to shout. When she. did, she saw that he had
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an erection, He 'askeci her if it was "big enough"‘ Ha,, tnresd her to touch his penis .
twice through l’liS irousers, whﬁe ashng her. if she "hked it in-the front or the back" .
- Her son then returned to the room. On that date, the-Respondent aise examined the mmplaimt’s
1‘1;132‘3:».1_5:1&.-= After completing h1s exariination of her hasband, the Res’pondent askeci "to see the

‘ compﬁamaﬂt alone. She thought, as she testified, that- Respondem wished fo gwa her.

mstmctmns regardmg h&r husbaﬂd’ medwal care. ‘Instead he befeted her for not callmg by

whiie_hi:s wife was away: When she atiempted to leave the room, he blocked her way and thrust

~ his pelvis at hef;'. :Hs-askeé o see;har'-';pussey" and her "tits". When she refused, he pulled her . .

. shirt down from theé niéck and kissed her bréast. She pushed him away and ram cutof the room, = - - ¢+ - ¢ -

The complamant temﬁed that she was: afraid to tell her husband what had hdppened but -
o 5

- - she was more afraid of z’eturnmg to the Respondent’s office. So, after worrying abour it for

three (3) weeks, she ﬁnally told her counselor about the. incident. She filed a compkamt with -

the Bu)aﬁi and notified the Warw;ck Police Departmevt

The Board finds that the testimony of this compiamant is credible and convmcmg that the
~ Respondent did ai{empt to farce Eumself sexualiy u;mr‘s her, The 40’1V1tlﬁs engaged in. by :
_ Regpondent with respect te this individual were wilful and unwarranted, and they exceeded the

_ bo!,t:ndaﬁcs for appropriate physician contact with the family of a patient.

5 The Complmni $ husband dzd not have 4 dnver s license which'is why the compldinant
accompanied him to Respondent’s office.
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. The Rye&ponéié;}“t:\&:as Q%ﬁled bjy %heStata to tastify as-an adveise Wllﬁ&as The Respérjxdetfij‘jc ‘.
- provided the Beard with evidence conceérzing his medic'éi :bjeiéﬁg:lfound, personal history and other
- matters related to his practicéz. ‘He declined o énswer" anyquesti{ms with respect to:th.e :
. complaint;s at issue, invc:king his' 5th amendment priviiege.. The Board recognizes the
- Respondent’s abselute-right te invoke his- 5tk mﬁendment eprivﬂege@inélight of other ‘=pféceédiﬁgs :
which may be pez;kding again§;t him, and the Eoérdepegiiﬂcaliy attaches ne inference of gfuilt! or
other adversa findmg as a re&ulz of &he Respoudem 8- mvoca!;mza of thc: pmﬂece The
: Respanaent did admit to havmg a Di- 1ateral hip Surgery and to havihg & "zipper like" scar, which
is how Patient A desciibed it.
As its final witness,pthe State preduceid exvert ‘testimany from Don Jaife, ?_’VI.D,,
a physician, licensed to practice in Massachuseits wha is board:certified in the -

- specialty afea of otelaryngology. - chtastiﬁed théi while he knews of no specific publications

_involving "boundary rules”, doctor/patient relationships are governed E}y a naticnal standard,

He zesnned zane*qmvocauy ﬂldt it 1s not; ac,,ceptab‘e for & deetor- te: seeit a meatmg mth a patmm TR

outside i:he office for - mterpersonal' "sexual” .Or “romantic” reasons.. He 'stafed
that avozdmg personal relatmnqhxp% wzth panems is basic to the- pracuce of medu;me Itis
_taught in medzcai school and festursd in peer. groups and medxcal semznars Mairtaining

.6
interpersonal romantic relationships with patients is inappropriate conduct for a physician.

6 While Dr Jaffe testified as an expert, it is also not&wm&hy thas the heanng panei in this
-matter consists of two (2) medical doctors and on2 (1) consumer. The panel members are
entitled to. utilize their expertise .in determining . whether the Resps}ndenz § actions -wers
appropriate for a-medical doctor in the practice of medicins. -
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Rcspondeﬁt’s counsel called several witnesses who were staff.at Respondent’s véri{ms
: qfﬁce:s. . All .of: ti:mm Les;ified ttgxaj; 1t was. general prpcg;dpre and practice in Respoadent’s - -
examination of patients phat an office staff pm’édn would be in the examining room éssisting the
. doctor W-ﬁilg he was treating patienm. : Severa}lu :()f the witnesses festified that they were familiar -

. with the three compiamdnm and that at 'no time did those witnesses observe any of the three

complama:ﬂts te be upser or ﬁuste:red apon’ ieavmg the doctor’ 5 office 'E’he Board arcepis the

 statements of Respondent’s empleyees as being indicative of what the generaz office pmcedure -

. may be however several »sther patiems of-the Reapondent were Calif:d by the Stata in Iebutaal D

Each of them testified that when she Teceived treatment from the doctor; she was alone with
- him in the iéxamiﬁation ro:om." Therefore, the'Board finds that 1f therc was in exjste‘fnc;e an.office -
. policy wit;.h respect 1o staff presence in the examining room, it was not uniformly adhered.to by -
- the Respandent and/or his staft
The Reapondent 3 caffzce manager, wh{) s éuﬂ employed by him despite the fact that he -
is not now in practice, also contradicted Patient A’s account of her daughter’s emergency -

. appointment w;th Rsspondﬁﬁz. :Theiﬁfﬁce manager stated that the ”i‘dL‘i; that the appointment was

- noted in the appointment book (Respondent’s Exhibit ) incicates that it was not an emergency, -

- but-rather that the appointment was made in-advance.- The Board notes that there are'some ™~

_ minor inconsistencies in witness testimory involving the exact details of and dates of perinent

- events cccurring almost.two.(2) years ago. However, those inconsistencies do-not adversely:- -+ -+«

affect the credi__bi}i_ty of the overall 1éstimony given by the ggg;plainanis'. ‘The office manager

" funher testified that Patient A was 2 demaﬂdmg and dafﬁcult paa,zent and E;hat she always W{)re: e ,.

"very. ughi:, short clothing’. Lﬁcewme the Board finds thdt siich testimiony'dces not contradicy
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that of the patient, nor does it _;ust;lfv Respondent’s actions with respect to the patient., This .

- same wmmss the oifice manager aisc} testified. that. wzth respect to dua wmpza;mant patze,nt s ._ :
wife, the office manager was in attendance at all 'tzmes‘ when the doctor was with the ~ .
| cemplaiﬁ‘ga:‘x;, rand fahat none of'iheractivities coz"npia%ned of tr&nspirec‘: in _hez* preserce. I‘heBoard : 3
-does not find the witness’ testimony credible -in. that-regard.

: ()!i;er patients were céfled by Respendent toi testify in his behalf, Several of "ther%r said
that he was alivays accompanied by ancther staff person while treating them, and all testified that
they were ,,ireﬁt@d appropﬂatély hy the. docter, The Béard finds that =sﬁch testimony-is I;Gt %}0:

. persuasive’ as. ;to defeat.the crédii%iiityl of thé testi:m@_ny and other evidence furnished:by the State

as to the three individual cdmpiainants.

CDNGLUSIONS

~The State has proven by. clear and corwvmcmg evidence, 1n<:1mdmg, but not-limited to -

- witness tesnmony, ulephone reasrds and ether demonstrable ewdeﬁa alI of whxch is wntmned S

ir: the rezord, that the Respondent éng;{g "&:ifn' and fcésteﬁr,ed,, sexual relationships with Patient A
“and’ Panmz B durmg the pemd af nme m WhiCI’k ha was also- t:reatmg eacl* ef them for medzcai;= e
.attempted sexual contact with the wwfe of Paﬁent C The anxxeiy of the wife and her need to-
-rely on the Respondent s appropriate and non—expimtanvc condtzc{ resulted in a duty owed by
the Respondent to the wife very nearly identical to that duty which the Resgondem owed the
patient h1m self. "

The accepted standards of medical practice do no: permit the exisience of a sexual
“ mlahonsth betwwﬂ a doctor and his patient, nor cio we beheve a do;,tor wﬁh a family member :

“who is 80 closely -affiliated with the patient as to be married to him.’
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The Board also concludes that Respondent’s conduct was wilful and inteational, and with

-respect to the wife of Patient C, took place at a point in tirne when Respondent knew that he was
already under invesﬁigaﬁon for incidents relatiég to Patient A.

Furthier the Board CC;nciudcs that these"patients'and family member were chosén by
- Respondent qpecmcaﬂy because of their extreme vulnerability, baged upon: confldcnnal :

mfermauan whzch t%ze Raspondenz gameu thmugh tke dactorlpauent reladionship. -

In light of the Ret,pondem having established a r::aitem of saneusly explmtauve conduct -

. with these three (3) persrms, the Direcmi of Health had gecd and sufficient Cause to' bchc.w, that "

coninuation in the medical praciice by Respondent constituased a3 imminent danger to the pubhc '

: ax;d--stge was justiﬁeé in issuing a Summary -S‘uspenﬂs:iorl of Respa}ndenﬂt“‘s medical l-i.cense" i
Sepiember, 19%6. !

The board hereby concludes that the Respeﬁdem is guilty of ﬁnpr@fessio;'&aﬁ cond;ﬁct‘ in

that he engagéd m immoral c;)nduct ’{§5~3’7«5.i =(7);emd"\7vilful misc;{)ndﬁct by failing to conform

to minimal standards of accept&bie and prevazlmg ‘medical practice in his area of cxperu‘ze as

getermined by ihe Board {é}S 3’“?' I (153,

71 At the commencement of these ptoceedmgs counsel for the Respon(iem sought to have to
Respondent tried separately on each complaint. The Board denied that Motion on the basis of |

- the fact that it is the. very. pattern which Respondent established which cansed the.Director to act - -

- initially, and with which this. Board must be concemed in rcndermg a: Decision Which wilk be
in the pubiic interest.



ORDER

Basad, upon the f@regomg, the Board herchy er:ie“s the following:

1.} . That Respondem s appeai of the. Summary Suspensmn 1ssued- September 13, 11996 is -

DENIED.

-2) - FPursnant to the specification-of --chaafgeﬁs,*aﬁd ‘based upomn the Findings and Conclusions; -+
set forth herein, the Respondent’s medical licensé is hereby REVOKED..

. Bogrd Membey
L

Enteroci this-_(th . - day of -

1997

{w// f\(ja,;fu J/fp

Paul E. Sapir, |

Stahley Aronson, MD R

/ M;{ijz %»’?«w_‘w

/ Tring’P. Bar@a
o /L/mﬁ; Member of the Bnard

RATIFIED AND APF’R{)VED BY THE DIRECTOR OF HEALTH:

137> ﬁMJ MY Hﬁh‘ - """

Patricia # ' . Nolan, MD, MPH




NOTICE

This Decisicn may bé appealed to the Sizperior Court of the State of Rhode Island within
thirty (30} days hereof. -

CERTIFICATION

- I, hereby certify that ! mailed a true copy of the within Decision o Bruce Mclntym at -

| - - Department of Health, Room 204, Providence, Rhiede Island and to J. Richard Rarcliffe at 2500 - © -
- Hospital Trast Tower, Provideace, Riode Isiand, sent on this - :Z% _day of '

/9?‘?



